Report to Planning applications committee Item

11 June 2015

Report of Head of planning services
. Application no 15/00159/F - 9 Normans Buildings, 5 (A)
Subject Norwich NR1 1QZ
Reason for o
referral Objection
Applicant Mr and Mrs Ives-Keeler
Ward: Thorpe Hamlet

Case officer: | James Bonner - jamesbonner@norwich.gov.uk

Development proposal

Demolition of existing building and erection of a two storey building
comprising 4 No. apartments.

Representations

Object Comment Support
3
Main issues Key considerations
1 Principle of use Loss of business unit; new residential use
2 Design and heritage Impact on grade | church, conservation
area and street scene
3 Amenity Neighbouring amenity (overlooking;

overshadowing; noise); occupier amenity
(daylight; outlook)

4 Trees Impact of construction/demolition; ongoing
impact from proximity of habitable windows

5 Transport Servicing; parking

Expiry date 27 March 2015 (extended to 19 June)

Recommendation Approve

The site and surroundings

1. This application affects a site at the end of Normans Buildings on its east side. It is
currently home to a single storey building most recently used as a car workshop,
which faces onto both Norman Buildings and the churchyard of St Peter
Parmentergate to the north.
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Constraints

2.

The site is within the City Centre conservation area and the principal statutory listed
building is the grade | church 22m to the north. The churchyard, part of the curtilage
of the listed building, directly abuts the site and is designated as open space within
the local plan. Close to the boundary there are three mature horse chestnut trees
meaning potential ecological implications for the underused building.

Given its previous use the site has the potential for contamination and there will be
archaeological implications due to it being within a main area of archaeological
interest.

There are a number of existing residential uses nearby, notably the habitable
windows of Scoles Green to the south and the approved conversion of St Peters
House (23 Cattle Market Street) 13m away to the north west.

Relevant planning history

5.

Ref Proposal Decision Date

13/00023/C Demolition of workshop. CANCLD 19/08/2013

The proposal

6.

Proposed is the demolition of the existing building and the redevelopment of the site
to provide four one bedroom flats over two storeys. This involves excavation of
approximately 1.4m to set the building down to provide the additional storey with a
monopitch roof rising in height towards the churchyard.

Shared access is via Normans Buildings and each flat has a balcony facing onto
the churchyard. Adjacent to the main entrance is access to the communal bin and
bike stores.

As the proposed building is being lowered, so is the boundary wall between the site
and the churchyard. At the base of this wall are a number of gravestones within the
churchyard.

The application has been amended several times to try and address issues relating
to design and trees. Principally this involved the churchyard elevation and the
setting back of the building from the boundary wall.

Summary information

Proposal Key facts

Scale

Total no. of dwellings | 4




Proposal Key facts

Scale

No. of affordable 0

dwellings

Total floorspace 250sgm

No. of storeys 2

Max. dimensions 6.3m high, 16m long, 10m wide

Density 213 dwellings per hectare

Appearance

Materials Glazing, metal frames, brick, timber cladding, sedum
monopitch roof

Energy and resource Water efficiency measures to be conditioned

efficiency measures

Transport matters

No of car parking 0

spaces

No of cycle parking 4

spaces

Servicing arrangements | Communal internal bin stores, collection from Normans
Buildings

Representations

10. Advertised on site and in the press. Adjacent and neighbouring properties have
been notified in writing. Three letters of representation have been received citing
the issues as summarised in the table below. All representations are available to
view in full at http://planning.norwich.gov.uk/online-applications/ by entering the
application number.

Issues raised Response

Lack of parking and cumulative impact with Parking/refuse — see main issue 5.
adjacent walk-in centre.

Inadequate refuse storage(and management)

Poor amenity standards for occupiers; impact | Amenity — see main issue 3.

of demolition noise /disturbance on It would not be reasonable to condition
neighbours, demolition restrictions on a minor
development such as this considering
similar developments throughout
Norwich are not restricted.

Contamination needs proper assessment. Contamination — see paragraph 51.

There is strong archaeological potential. Archaeology — see paragraph 51.
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Issues raised Response

Concern over retaining wall collapsing onto Retaining wall - see main issue 2.

the historic graveyard. Concerns over ground

stability. A Ground Sure Data report was

commissioned and no serious or
exceptional risk was highlighted — the
works will be subject to Building

Regulations.
Impact of design on historic churchyard; Design and heritage — see main issue 2.
overbearing above gravestones.
Impact on trees during construction and Trees — see main issue 4.
during occupation given proximity of
balconies.
Red line on location and site plans is The 1:1250 and 1:200 plans both show
inconsistent with regards gap between site | the retention of a 1m gap between the
and Scoles Green. site and Scoles Green. This is confirmed

on the existing and proposed west
elevation. Any development outside of
this would not be on the applicant’s
land.

Consultation responses

11.

Consultation responses are summarised below the full responses are available to
view at http://planning.norwich.gov.uk/online-applications/ by entering the
application number.

Design and conservation

12.

In principle no objection to proposal (including contemporary style) and to create
activity and overlooking in this location may be advantageous however there are
details of the design which need addressing to relate it better to its context. These
include the use of more solid piers on the north elevation to create a better wall to
window ratio; the loss of white render; more overhanging eaves; a more coherent
west elevation with matching first floor windows and no glass blocks. Questions
asked of boundary wall being reduced to only 0.59m at one end — what happens to
the gravestones?

Historic England

13.

Commenting on originally proposed scheme: We consider this to be acceptable in
principle but amendments to the design would better enhance the setting of the
listed building and conservation area. Scale would be appropriate but balconies and
glazing may not suit or enhance the setting of the church, particularly with large
areas of fenestration and not masonry facing it. The pattern of fenestration may be
more appropriate if set within a more conventional building reflecting the form of
those around it but the current form does not enhance the setting of the church.
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14. A pitched roof on the north end, sloping down towards Scoles Green could allow for
a tiled roof facing the church. If this is not possible then introducing a more
pronounced roof margin and masonry ‘frame’ would help the new building reflect
the qualities of the adjacent residencies.

Environmental protection

15. | have reviewed this application and have no objections in principle, however due to
the previous use as an engineering workshop | have concerns that there may be
land contamination issues relating to this activity. Should permission be granted
consideration should be given to imposing conditions to secure investigation and
remediation.

Highways (local)

16. No objection to this development. Properties would not be entitled to parking
permits. Refuse and cycle storage requires your attention.

Norfolk historic environment service

17. The proposal will almost certainly carry archaeological implications and the
standard condition should be imposed on any permission.

Natural areas officer

18. Buildings of this type of construction are not often utilised by bats, although they
may occasionally crawl behind gaps in external boards to use as a ‘casual’ summer
roost. It would probably be sufficient to draw the applicant’s attention to the
possible, although very unlikely, presence of bats when they demolish the building
and to stop works and contact Natural England for advice if they did encounter any.

Tree protection officer

19. Originally objected. Following revisions: this provides the best possible solution for
overcoming the issues raised by the close proximity of the trees on the adjacent
land. No objection.

Citywide services

20. Two 360 litre refuse and two 360 litre recycling are recommended.

Assessment of planning considerations
Relevant development plan policies

21. Joint Core Strategy for Broadland, Norwich and South Norfolk adopted March
2011 amendments adopted Jan. 2014 (JCS)
e JCS1 Addressing climate change and protecting environmental assets
JCS2 Promoting good design
JCS3 Energy and water
JCS4 Housing delivery
JCS5 The economy
JCS6 Access and transportation



e JCS9 Strategy for growth in the Norwich policy area
e JCS11 Norwich city centre
e JCS20 Implementation

22. Norwich Development Management Policies Local Plan adopted Dec. 2014

(DM Plan)

e DM1 Achieving and delivering sustainable development
DM2  Ensuring satisfactory living and working conditions
DM3  Delivering high quality design
DM6  Protecting and enhancing the natural environment
DM7  Trees and development
DM9  Safeguarding Norwich’s heritage
DM11 Protecting against environmental hazards
DM12 Ensuring well-planned housing development
DM17 Supporting small business
DM28 Encouraging sustainable travel
DM30 Access and highway safety
DM31 Car parking and servicing
DM32 Encouraging car free and low car housing

Other material considerations

23. Relevant sections of the National Planning Policy Framework March 2012

(NPPF):
e NPPFO Achieving sustainable development
NPPF1  Building a strong, competitive economy
NPPF4  Promoting sustainable transport
NPPF6  Delivering a wide choice of high quality homes
NPPF7  Requiring good design
NPPF11 Conserving and enhancing the natural environment
NPPF12 Conserving and enhancing the historic environment

Case Assessment

24.

Planning law requires that applications for planning permission must be determined
in accordance with the development plan unless material considerations indicate
otherwise. Relevant development plan polices are detailed above. Material
considerations include policies in the National Planning Framework (NPPF), the
Councils standing duties, other policy documents and guidance detailed above and
any other matters referred to specifically in the assessment below. The following
paragraphs provide an assessment of the main planning issues in this case against
relevant policies and material considerations.

Main issue 1: Principle of development

25.
26.

Loss of business unit: key policies — DM17, JCS5

The existing building is a long-running B2 use, which although empty has most
recently been used as a car workshop. Small scale business uses such as this are
protected through JSC5 and DM17, with the latter policy specifically requiring an
application for the loss of premises such as this to include information that



27.

28.

29.

demonstrates there is no demand for small and medium business units in the area
and that:

a) the site or premises is no longer viable, feasible or practicable to retain for
business use; or

b) retaining the business in situ would be significantly detrimental to the amenities
of adjoining occupiers, would prevent or delay the beneficial development of land
allocated for other purposes or would compromise the regeneration of a wider
area; or

c) there would be an overriding community benefit from a new use which could not
be achieved by locating that use in a more accessible or sustainable location.

No information has been provided to demonstrate a lack of demand and although
the unit is fairly dilapidated, it would appear to still be practically usable for business
uses. The main justification for its loss is that retaining it would be significantly
detrimental to the amenities of the surrounding residents given its entirely
unrestricted B2 use. Nearly all of the buildings adjacent to the site and surrounding
the churchyard are now residential or have permission to be residential, including St
Peters House and Crystal House. While the proposal is strictly contrary to policy
without the information on business unit demand, in this particular case the use is a
potentially disruptive island within a sea of more sensitive uses and retaining it out
of principle makes little sense given the obvious need to increase housing supply.
The loss of the business use is therefore on balance considered acceptable.

Proposed residential use: key policies and NPPF paragraphs — DM12, NPPF
paragraphs 49 and 14.

The site complies with the exception criteria in DM12 as well as its other
requirements (a to f) where relevant. The development is sustainably located and
the surrounding area is of a similar density to the proposal — Scoles Green to the
south is ~272 dwellings per hectare. Given its sensitive location the impact upon the
character and amenities of the area is addressed more specifically in main issues 2
and 3.

Main issue 2: Design and Heritage

30.

31.

32.

Key policies and NPPF paragraphs — JCS2, DM3, NPPF paragraphs 9, 17, 56 and
60-66. Heritage: key policies and NPPF paragraphs — DM9, NPPF paragraphs 128-
141.

The existing building is of no particular architectural importance and if anything
contributes more negatively than positively to the character of the conservation
area, although not as obviously as the dominant Rouen House to the south. The
demolition is therefore acceptable.

Although fairly atypical when compared to the other buildings surrounding the
churchyard, the scale and form of the building is acceptable given that the site is
compromised by the bedroom windows of Scoles Green. Building styles and
materials vary noticeably in the immediate area, demonstrating no dominant
architectural pattern which would otherwise potentially preclude a design approach
like this. This is particularly the case on Normans Buildings itself, for example
Rouen House, the car garage, Scoles Green and Raleigh Court opposite — the



33.

34.

35.

36.

closest element of consistency is scale. As such the Normans Buildings elevation,
despite its shortcomings (for instance the bin/cycle store door), is acceptable as it
has been amended to better address the street. Given its visibility from the
churchyard the east elevation has been amended and largely reflects the north
elevation. Alongside the less visible Scoles Green (south) elevation, this is
considered acceptable.

The bulk of the numerous revisions affect the churchyard elevation due to its
obvious sensitivity in not only heritage terms but also in its proximity to the trees.
As expanded on in main issue 4, these trees have the potential for reducing future
occupier amenity and as a result being undermined by constant maintenance
requests. In summary these changes involved setting the entire building back from
the churchyard by 0.91m, removing balconies, increasing the masonry ‘frame’
around each of the windows and changing the material from render to brick. It is
accepted that the rest of the buildings surrounding the churchyard do not have their
principal aspect addressing the churchyard in the fashion that the proposed building
does, and certainly not with the degree of glazing shown either. However with the
building’s required height it becomes entirely dependent on the churchyard
elevation which in turn is compromised by the proximity of the trees. In order to
achieve an adequate level of daylight the building requires substantial glazing on
this elevation.

Although there are positives resulting from increasing natural surveillance to the
churchyard, the design is clearly less than ideal in its relationship with the
churchyard. Prior to this design being agreed and tree concerns being addressed,
attempts were made to convince the applicant to reduce the number of units. They
felt this was not a viable option given the constraints of the site, although a formal
viability appraisal has not been submitted to the council. It is not disputed that there
are a number of clear constraints, not least the existing building, potential
contamination and almost certainly archaeological implications. Within the context
of the site’s physical limitations and the visual presence of the existing building, the
currently proposed design is considered a reasonable compromise. Subject to a
high quality of detailing through condition, a contemporary brick building here could
achieve a supportable design solution for what is obviously a desirable use for this
site.

As mentioned there are a range of architectural styles and materials in the
surrounding area but the prevailing material facing the churchyard is red brick,
albeit on predominately modern developments. It is unfortunate that the applicant
could not agree at this stage to indicate the use of red brick on the plans. As Scoles
Green uses a similar coloured brick, the use of buff brick may be a reasonable
compromise and is certainly more appropriate than the originally proposed white
render.

In order to deliver the proposed scheme the site will have to be excavated by
approximately 1.5m, which raises heritage implications through archaeology and
the impact upon the boundary wall. The archaeology is fine to be addressed
through condition but any changes to the wall will inevitably have an effect on the
churchyard and setting of the grade | listed building as well as the character of the
conservation area. The boundary wall between the site and the churchyard will
have to be lowered to allow a less impeded outlook for the flats’ windows. Although
the wall itself is modern and of no particular significance, indeed its appearance
could be improved, the presence of the boundary itself is a positive feature of the



37.

setting of the churchyard. Originally the proposal involved reducing this to around
0.5 at its smallest, which would have appeared unbalanced and would have
unavoidably disturbed the headstones, some of which would have needed
relocating. The current proposal shows the boundary wall stepping down to ~1.7m
then stepping down again ~1m. The ground slopes away down towards King Street
and so the height of the wall increases in this direction. In principle the visual impact
of this is considered acceptable but this would be dependent on conditions requiring
detailing of the exact heights, finish and materials (for instance coping/railings) as
well as its relationship with and impact on the older flint wall adjacent to 8 St Peters
Court to the east. There is the potential that demolition, excavation and foundation
works could compromise the brick wall entirely, in which case a scheme for its
reconstruction would be required.

The sedum roof is seen as a positive aspect of the scheme and a condition will
address its details, including details of maintenance to ensure its long-term
feasibility. This landscaping condition can address all other aspects of the incredibly
limited scope for any landscaping, which should include the fencing and treatment
to Scoles Green and the treatment of the practically useless buffer space between
the building and north boundary following the setback of the building.

Main issue 3: Amenity

38.

39.

40.

41.

Key policies and NPPF paragraphs — DM2, DM11, NPPF paragraphs 9 and 17.

Occupier amenity

As briefly touched on in the previous main issue, amenity is intrinsic to this scheme
and has clearly informed the design. The relatively large glazed elevation allows for
an adequate level of daylight to the north-facing rooms, with the main living areas
assisted by increased glazing to the east and west elevations. Like outlook, daylight
is clearly compromised further when the trees are in-leaf but not to the degree that
would entirely undermine the living standards of the occupiers. Rooflights on the
south side should increase natural light to communal areas as well as reducing the
reliance on artificial lighting.

Internal floorspace of the one bedroom flats broadly complies with the space
standards of DM2. The original scheme included full balconies but given the
proximity to the trees, leaf litter would have undoubtedly become an issue and
compounded the nuisance of compromised daylight/outlook. Their removal means
a lack of any external amenity space which although unfortunate, is not
unsurprising given the constraints of the site. Being adjacent to the designated
public open space at the churchyard and nearby Castle Gardens, this raises no
unacceptable issues for occupier amenity.

Neighbouring amenity

As noted, the design of the proposed building is intended to avoid causing issues
for outlook, loss of daylight and potential overshadowing to the numerous sole
bedroom windows on the north elevation of Scoles Green. The lack of directly
facing windows on the west elevation of St Peters Court is one of the only
surrounding elements which does not immediately compromise the development.
This means there is no opportunity for direct overlooking or overshadowing to
habitable windows here, save for some minor overshadowing to the garden which



42.

43.

raises no adverse concerns over and above the effect of the existing building. The
large living room window on the east elevation interacts with the north-facing
windows of St Peters Court at such an oblique angle that the opportunity for loss of
privacy is minimal. Increased overlooking to the garden space is not ideal but also
not uncommon given the tight-knit urban nature — the bedroom windows of Scoles
Green overlook the gardens.

On the west elevation the distances between the residential uses reflects that
already established between Scoles Green and Raleigh Court and no concerns are
raised. Neither is there concern from the recently approved conversion to flats at St
Peters House. At a distance of over 14m, where the vast majority of the views will
be oblique, the extent of overlooking is acceptable in this urban context.

Due to the scale of the proposals it is not considered reasonable to restrict
demolition or construction through planning condition. Works on-site will still be
subject to complying with Environmental Protection legislation with regards avoiding
causing nuisance. Where there are perceived reductions in residential amenity,
including from disturbance during demolition, excavation and construction, it should
be remembered that the lawful use of the existing building is Use Class B2. The
unrestricted use means car repairs could continue at any time from the site with the
potential to cause nuisance. It is therefore clearly a big positive to replace this
building with a residential use and any short-term disturbance is outweighed by this
fact.

Main issue 4: Trees

44,
45,

46.

Key policies and NPPF paragraphs — DM7, NPPF paragraphs 109 and 118.

Although there are no trees on the site itself, three trees are situated within the
churchyard around 2 to 3m from the boundary wall. All three mature horse
chestnuts are classed as Category A and the physical works for the demolition and
construction are feasible providing compliance with the submitted Arboricultural
Implications Assessment. This will involve tree protection but also some crown
raising.

While acceptable in its assessment of the immediate impact the AlA is somewhat
lacking in its evaluation of the future impact of having residential uses with principal
aspects facing the trees. As discussed earlier this raised issues for leaf debris,
daylight and outlook which would have inevitably led to occupiers constantly
requesting the council-owned trees be crown lifted and eventually possibly
pollarded. The leaf debris would have also led to staining on the north-facing
render, further detracting from the visual appearance of the inappropriate
elevational treatment. Following amendments the material has changed to brick, the
balconies removed, windows enlarged and building set back — this addresses the
tree officer’s concerns.

Main issue 5: Transport

47.

48.

Key policies and NPPF paragraphs — JCS6, DM28, DM30, DM31, NPPF
paragraphs 17 and 39.

The lack of space means there are no car parking spaces. While this has raised
concern from a number of residents, particularly given the forthcoming use of



Rouen House as a NHS walk-in centre, the lack of parking provision complies with
adopted policy. DM32 states car-free housing is acceptable in sites within controlled
parking zones in and surrounding the city centre, which this site clearly is. Given its
highly sustainable location, one bedroom flats here could easily attract occupiers
wanting to live a car-free lifestyle.

49. Adequate secure space for one cycle stand per person is shown externally between
the building and Scoles Green — details of the provision shall be required via
condition. One potential servicing shortfall picked up during the process is the
refuse storage space, which is relatively small. The plans have been amended to
show provision of four 360 litre bins, which city wide services are content is
adequate. Having storage off-street is also welcomed and details of the store shall
be conditioned.

Compliance with other relevant development plan policies

50. A number of development plan policies include key targets for matters such as
parking provision and energy efficiency. The table below indicates the outcome of
the officer assessment in relation to these matters.

Requirement Relevant policy | Compliance
Cycle storage DM31 Yes subject to condition
Car pgr_king DM32 Yes car free — see main issue 5
provision
Refuse DM31 Yes subject to condition — see main issue 5

Storage/servicing

JCS1&3 Not applicable
Energy efficiency
DM3
Water efficiency JCS1&3 Yes subject to condition
Sustainable DM3/5 Not applicable

urban drainage

Other matters

51.The following matters have been assessed and considered satisfactory and in
accordance with relevant development plan policies, subject to appropriate conditions
and mitigation:

Contamination — there is likely to be contamination issues given its previous use and
standard pre-commencement conditions to address this are recommended.

Archaeology — almost certainly an issue given the extent of the works. Standard pre-
commencement conditions are recommended.

Ecology — unlikely to be a significant issue. Informative attached.



Landscaping — to be conditioned.

Ground stability — no record of ground stability issues. This is best left to Building
Control.

Equalities and diversity issues
52. There are no significant equality or diversity issues.
Local finance considerations

53. Under Section 70(2) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 the council is
required when determining planning applications to have regard to any local finance
considerations, so far as material to the application. Local finance considerations
are defined as a government grant or the Community Infrastructure Levy.

54. Whether or not a local finance consideration is material to a particular decision will
depend on whether it could help to make the development acceptable in planning
terms. It would not be appropriate to make a decision on the potential for the
development to raise money for a local authority.

55. In this case local finance considerations are not considered to be material to the
case.

Conclusion

56. This site is clearly heavily constrained by a number of factors, particularly the
mature trees as well as the relationship with Scoles Green flats. The limitations this
has on the height, form and orientation of the building has led to a less than optimal
design which in turn has implications for another significant constraint: heritage.
The design has been tweaked to provide a building that although atypical for the
churchyard, with the right detailing, should achieve a contemporary development
that responds to its context in a manner which does not adversely detract from the
setting of the grade | listed building or from the character of the wider conservation
area, particularly given the negative contribution the existing building has.

57. Part of this uncharacteristic design is the extensive glazing required to mitigate the
combined impact of the trees on the north-facing principal aspect of the flats. The
design should achieve adequate levels of amenity without compromising the future
health of the trees. Where there are impacts on neighbouring amenity this is
relatively minor and tolerable, bearing in mind the lawful use and potential amenity
implications this may have. The decision is therefore a balanced one. Whilst the
design is compromised, this is largely due to the constraints on the site and on
balance the benefits of redeveloping this site for much-need housing are
considered to outweigh the design and amenity shortcomings.

Recommendation

To approve application no. 15/00159/F - 9 Normans Buildings Norwich NR1 1QZ
and grant planning permission subject to the following conditions:

1. Standard time limit;
2. In accordance with plans;



Archaeology (pre-commencement)

Materials

a. Brick, mortar colour and bond type (including sample);

b. Cladding (including sample);

c. External joinery (doors, windows, rooflights);

d. Balconies/balustrades;

e. Roof, including eaves detail;

5. Contamination;

6. Bin and bicycle storage;

7. Details of works to boundary wall (including method statement during
demolition and scheme for reconstruction);

8. Landscaping (boundaries; sedum roof);

9. In accordance with AlA.

10. Specific windows to remain obscure glazed

11. Water efficiency measures

> W

Informatives:

1) Properties not eligible for parking permits

2) Clearance of the site should have due regard to the need to minimise the impact
on wildlife, in particular the following is recommended:
(a) caution must be exercised when demolishing buildings on the site due to the
very slight possibility that bats may be present. If a bat is found, work should
cease immediately and a suitable qualified ecologist consulted;
(b) wooded vegetation should not be removed or trimmed back during the bird
nesting season (March to August) without an ornithological survey first being
undertaken. If birds are found to be nesting then removal of wooded vegetation
must be delayed until after the young have fledged.

Article 35(2) statement

The local planning authority in making its decision has had due regard to paragraph 187
of the National Planning Policy Framework as well as the development plan, national
planning policy and other material considerations, following negotiations with the
applicant and subsequent amendments the application has been approved subject to
appropriate conditions and for the reasons outlined in the officer report.
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